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Agreement (the Guaranteed Amount) is
the Receivership Date Accumulated
Book Value of the GIC, which is
$1,034,447.59, less the sum of GIC
Proceeds (cash proceeds actually
received by the Plan from Confederation
Life or any other entity making payment
with respect to Confederation Life’s
obligations under the terms of the GIC,
or from the sale or transfer of the GIC

to unrelated third parties) and Advances
under the Agreement as described
below, plus interest on the net of the
foregoing amount after the Receivership
date at the Contract Rate of 7.15 percent.

The Advances: On the monthly
occasions when the Employer, as Plan
administrator, would otherwise request
a withdrawal from the GIC to fund
Withdrawal Events with respect to
Account balances invested in the GIC,
the Employer will instead notify the
Trustee of the requested withdrawal
amount. The Trustee will then
determine whether it can satisfy the
withdrawal request by using the assets
in the G.1. Fund other than the GIC. If
the Trustee determines that the funds
available from the G.I. Fund are
insufficient to honor the withdrawal
request, the Trustee will determine the
amount of additional funds necessary to
honor the withdrawal request, and the
Employer will make an Advance in that
amount to the Plan. Valuation of the
Account balances invested in the GIC
for purposes of the Advances will be
based on the Guaranteed Amount as
described above.

Final Advance: The Agreement
provides for a final Advance after the
completion of the Receivership. After
the Trustee has determined that the Plan
will not receive any further proceeds
from Confederation Life or its
successors with respect to the GIC, the
Employer shall make a final Advance to
the Plan in the amount necessary to
enable the Plan’s recovery of the
Guaranteed Amount. In the event the
Receivership extends beyond the year
2000, the Employer will make the final
Advance on the first business day in the
year 2001 in the amount required on
such date to enable the Plan to recover
the Guaranteed Amount.

The Repayments: The Agreement
provides that the Repayments of the
Advances are restricted to the principal
amounts of the Advances, and the Plan
will pay no interest and will incur no
expenses with respect to the Advances.
The Repayments may be made only
from the GIC Proceeds received by the
Plan. No other Plan assets will be
available for the Repayments. If the GIC
Proceeds are not sufficient to repay fully
the Advances, the Agreement provides
that the Employer will have no recourse

against the Plan, or against any
participants or beneficiaries of the Plan,
for the unpaid amount. To the extent the
Plan receives GIC Proceeds in excess of
the total amount of the Advances, such
additional amounts will be retained by
the Plan and allocated among the
Accounts invested in the G.l. Fund.

6. In summary, the applicant
represents that the proposed transaction
satisfies the criteria of section 408(a) of
the Act for the following reasons: (1)
The Advances enable the Plan to resume
the full funding of the Withdrawal
Events; (2) The Advances will protect
the Plan’s investment in the GIC and
will ensure that the Plan will recover all
amounts due under the terms of the GIC;
(3) The Plan will pay no interest or
incur any expenses with respect to the
Advances; (4) Repayment of the
Advances will be made only from GIC
Proceeds and no other Plan assets will
be involved in the transactions; (5)
Repayment of the Advances will be
waived to the extent the Plan recoups
less from the GIC Payors than the total
amount of the Advances; and (6) In the
event the Plan receives GIC Proceeds in
excess of the Guaranteed Amount, such
amounts will be retained by the Plan
and allocated among the Accounts.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ronald Willett of the Department (202)
219-8881. (This is not a toll-free
number.)

General Information

The attention of interested persons is
directed to the following:

(1) The fact that a transaction is the
subject of an exemption under section
408(a) of the Act and/or section
4975(c)(2) of the Code does not relieve
a fiduciary or other party in interest of
disqualified person from certain other
provisions of the Act and/or the Code,
including any prohibited transaction
provisions to which the exemption does
not apply and the general fiduciary
responsibility provisions of section 404
of the Act, which among other things
require a fiduciary to discharge his
duties respecting the plan solely in the
interest of the participants and
beneficiaries of the plan and in a
prudent fashion in accordance with
section 404(a)(1)(b) of the act; nor does
it affect the requirement of section
401(a) of the Code that the plan must
operate for the exclusive benefit of the
employees of the employer maintaining
the plan and their beneficiaries;

(2) Before an exemption may be
granted under section 408(a) of the Act
and/or section 4975(c)(2) of the Code,
the Department must find that the
exemption is administratively feasible,
in the interests of the plan and of its

participants and beneficiaries and
protective of the rights of participants
and beneficiaries of the plan;

(3) The proposed exemptions, if
granted, will be supplemental to, and
not in derogation of, any other
provisions of the Act and/or the Code,
including statutory or administrative
exemptions and transitional rules.
Furthermore, the fact that a transaction
is subject to an administrative or
statutory exemption is not dispositive of
whether the transaction is in fact a
prohibited transaction; and

(4) The proposed exemptions, if
granted, will be subject to the express
condition that the material facts and
representations contained in each
application are true and complete, and
that each application accurately
describes all material terms of the
transaction which is the subject of the
exemption.
lvan Strasfel,

Director of Exemption Determinations,
Pension and Welfare Benefits Administration,
U.S. Department of Labor.

[FR Doc. 95-11536 Filed 5-9-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4510-29-P

UNITED STATES NUCLEAR
REGULATORY COMMISSION

Biweekly Notice

Applications and Amendments to
Facility Operating Licensesinvolving
No Significant Hazards Considerations

l. Background

Pursuant to Public Law 97-415, the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(the Commission or NRC staff) is
publishing this regular biweekly notice.
Public Law 97-415 revised section 189
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended (the Act), to require the
Commission to publish notice of any
amendments issued, or proposed to be
issued, under a new provision of section
189 of the Act. This provision grants the
Commission the authority to issue and
make immediately effective any
amendment to an operating license
upon a determination by the
Commission that such amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideration, notwithstanding the
pendency before the Commission of a
request for a hearing from any person.

This biweekly notice includes all
notices of amendments issued, or
proposed to be issued from April 17,
1995, through April 28, 1995. The last
biweekly notice was published on April
26, 1995.
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Notice of Consideration of Issuance of
Amendments to Facility Operating
Licenses, Proposed No Significant
Hazards Consideration Determination,
and Opportunity for a Hearing

The Commission has made a
proposed determination that the
following amendment requests involve
no significant hazards consideration.
Under the Commission’s regulations in
10 CFR 50.92, this means that operation
of the facility in accordance with the
proposed amendment would not (1)
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated; or (2)
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated; or (3)
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety. The basis for this
proposed determination for each
amendment request is shown below.

The Commission is seeking public
comments on this proposed
determination. Any comments received
within 30 days after the date of
publication of this notice will be
considered in making any final
determination.

Normally, the Commission will not
issue the amendment until the
expiration of the 30-day notice period.
However, should circumstances change
during the notice period such that
failure to act in a timely way would
result, for example, in derating or
shutdown of the facility, the
Commission may issue the license
amendment before the expiration of the
30-day notice period, provided that its
final determination is that the
amendment involves no significant
hazards consideration. The final
determination will consider all public
and State comments received before
action is taken. Should the Commission
take this action, it will publish in the
Federal Register a notice of issuance
and provide for opportunity for a
hearing after issuance. The Commission
expects that the need to take this action
will occur very infrequently.

Written comments may be submitted
by mail to the Rules Review and
Directives Branch, Division of Freedom
of Information and Publications
Services, Office of Administration, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555, and should cite
the publication date and page number of
this Federal Register notice. Written
comments may also be delivered to
Room 6D22, Two White Flint North,
11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville,
Maryland from 7:30 a.m. to 4:15 p.m.
Federal workdays. Copies of written
comments received may be examined at

the NRC Public Document Room, the
Gelman Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC. The filing of requests
for a hearing and petitions for leave to
intervene is discussed below.

By June 9, 1995, the licensee may file
a request for a hearing with respect to
issuance of the amendment to the
subject facility operating license and
any person whose interest may be
affected by this proceeding and who
wishes to participate as a party in the
proceeding must file a written request
for a hearing and a petition for leave to
intervene. Requests for a hearing and a
petition for leave to intervene shall be
filed in accordance with the
Commission’s ““Rules of Practice for
Domestic Licensing Proceedings’ in 10
CFR Part 2. Interested persons should
consult a current copy of 10 CFR 2.714
which is available at the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC and at the local public
document room for the particular
facility involved. If a request for a
hearing or petition for leave to intervene
is filed by the above date, the
Commission or an Atomic Safety and
Licensing Board, designated by the
Commission or by the Chairman of the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
Panel, will rule on the request and/or
petition; and the Secretary or the
designated Atomic Safety and Licensing
Board will issue a notice of a hearing or
an appropriate order.

As required by 10 CFR 2.714, a
petition for leave to intervene shall set
forth with particularity the interest of
the petitioner in the proceeding, and
how that interest may be affected by the
results of the proceeding. The petition
should specifically explain the reasons
why intervention should be permitted
with particular reference to the
following factors: (1) the nature of the
petitioner’s right under the Act to be
made a party to the proceeding; (2) the
nature and extent of the petitioner’s
property, financial, or other interest in
the proceeding; and (3) the possible
effect of any order which may be
entered in the proceeding on the
petitioner’s interest. The petition should
also identify the specific aspect(s) of the
subject matter of the proceeding as to
which petitioner wishes to intervene.
Any person who has filed a petition for
leave to intervene or who has been
admitted as a party may amend the
petition without requesting leave of the
Board up to 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, but such an amended
petition must satisfy the specificity
requirements described above.

Not later than 15 days prior to the first
prehearing conference scheduled in the
proceeding, a petitioner shall file a
supplement to the petition to intervene
which must include a list of the
contentions which are sought to be
litigated in the matter. Each contention
must consist of a specific statement of
the issue of law or fact to be raised or
controverted. In addition, the petitioner
shall provide a brief explanation of the
bases of the contention and a concise
statement of the alleged facts or expert
opinion which support the contention
and on which the petitioner intends to
rely in proving the contention at the
hearing. The petitioner must also
provide references to those specific
sources and documents of which the
petitioner is aware and on which the
petitioner intends to rely to establish
those facts or expert opinion. Petitioner
must provide sufficient information to
show that a genuine dispute exists with
the applicant on a material issue of law
or fact. Contentions shall be limited to
matters within the scope of the
amendment under consideration. The
contention must be one which, if
proven, would entitle the petitioner to
relief. A petitioner who fails to file such
a supplement which satisfies these
requirements with respect to at least one
contention will not be permitted to
participate as a party.

Those permitted to intervene become
parties to the proceeding, subject to any
limitations in the order granting leave to
intervene, and have the opportunity to
participate fully in the conduct of the
hearing, including the opportunity to
present evidence and cross-examine
witnesses.

If a hearing is requested, the
Commission will make a final
determination on the issue of no
significant hazards consideration. The
final determination will serve to decide
when the hearing is held.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration, the
Commission may issue the amendment
and make it immediately effective,
notwithstanding the request for a
hearing. Any hearing held would take
place after issuance of the amendment.

If the final determination is that the
amendment request involves a
significant hazards consideration, any
hearing held would take place before
the issuance of any amendment.

A request for a hearing or a petition
for leave to intervene must be filed with
the Secretary of the Commission, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Washington, DC 20555, Attention:
Docketing and Services Branch, or may
be delivered to the Commission’s Public
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Document Room, the Gelman Building,
2120 L Street, NW., Washington DC, by
the above date. Where petitions are filed
during the last 10 days of the notice
period, it is requested that the petitioner
promptly so inform the Commission by
a toll-free telephone call to Western
Union at 1-(800) 248-5100 (in Missouri
1-(800) 342-6700). The Western Union
operator should be given Datagram
Identification Number N1023 and the
following message addressed to (Project
Director): petitioner’s name and
telephone number, date petition was
mailed, plant name, and publication
date and page number of this Federal
Register notice. A copy of the petition
should also be sent to the Office of the
General Counsel, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, Washington,
DC 20555, and to the attorney for the
licensee.

Nontimely filings of petitions for
leave to intervene, amended petitions,
supplemental petitions and/or requests
for a hearing will not be entertained
absent a determination by the
Commission, the presiding officer or the
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board that
the petition and/or request should be
granted based upon a balancing of
factors specified in 10 CFR
2.714(a)(1)(i)-(v) and 2.714(d).

For further details with respect to this
action, see the application for
amendment which is available for
public inspection at the Commission’s
Public Document Room, the Gelman
Building, 2120 L Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, and at the local public
document room for the particular
facility involved.

Carolina Power & Light Company, et
al., Docket No. 50-400, Shearon Harris
Nuclear Power Plant, Unit 1, Wake and
Chatham Counties, North Carolina

Date of amendment request: April 5,
1995

Description of amendment request:
The licensee proposes to revise
Technical Specification (TS) 3/4.9,
Refueling Operations, to be consistent
with NUREG-1431, Standard Technical
Specifications, Westinghouse Plants,
and to relocate the applicable sections
from the TS that do not meet the
Commission’s screening criteria for
retention.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

This change does not involve a significant
hazards consideration for the following
reasons:

The proposed amendment does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The proposed changes will have no
significant impact on the safety, reliability, or
operation of fuel handling equipment or
activities. These changes will simplify the
Technical Specifications and implement the
recommendations of the Commission’s Final
Policy Statement on Technical Specification
Improvements based upon the assumptions
and analyses contained in the bases of
NUREG-1431. Those elements that involve
relocations to plant procedures are
administrative in nature and do not involve
any modifications to plant equipment or
operation. Therefore, there would be no
increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated.

2. The proposed amendment does not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed changes do not introduce
any new equipment or require existing
equipment to operate to perform a function
different from that previously evaluated in
the Final Safety Analysis Report or Technical
Specifications. The changes are consistent
with the new Standard Techical
Specification and assumptions contained in
NUREG-1431 and in the Commission’s Final
Policy Statement on Technical Specification
Improvements. Therefore, the proposed
changes would not increase the possibility of
a new or different type of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

3. The proposed amendment does not
involve a significant reduction in the margin
of safety.

The proposed changes do not affect any of
the parameters which relate to the margin of
safety as described in the [Bases] of the
Technical Specifications or the Final Safety
Analysis Report. Accordingly, NRC
Acceptance Limits are not affected by these
changes. For those specifications being
relocated to other plant documents, these
changes are purely administrative. Therefore,
the proposed changes do not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Cameron Village Regional
Library, 1930 Clark Avenue, Raleigh,
North Carolina 27605

Attorney for licensee: R. E. Jones,
General Counsel, Carolina Power &
Light Company, Post Office Box 1551,
Raleigh, North Carolina 27602

NRC Project Director: David B.
Matthews

Commonwealth Edison Company,
Docket Nos. 50-237 and 50-249,
Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2
and 3, Grundy County, Illinois, Docket
Nos. 50-254 and 50-265, Quad Cities
Nuclear Power Station, Units 1 and 2,
Rock Island County, Illinois

Date of application for amendment
request: September 15, 1992, as
supplemented April 21, 1995

Description of amendment request: As
a result of findings by a Diagnostic
Evaluation Team inspection performed
by the NRC staff at the Dresden Nuclear
Power Station in 1987, Commonwealth
Edison Company (ComEd, the licensee)
made a decision that both the Dresden
Nuclear Power Station and sister site
Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station,
needed attention focused on the existing
custom Technical Specifications (TSs).

The licensee made the decision to
initiate a Technical Specification
Upgrade Program (TSUP) for both
Dresden and Quad Cities. The licensee
evaluated the current TSs for both
Dresden and Quad Cities against the
Standard Technical Specifications
(STSs) contained in NUREG-0123,
“Standard Technical Specifications
General Electric Plants BWR/4.” The
licensee’s evaluation identified
numerous potential improvements such
as clarifying requirements, changing TSs
to make them more understandable and
to eliminate interpretation, and deleting
requirements that are no longer
considered current with industry
practice. As a result of the evaluation,
ComEd has elected to upgrade both the
Dresden and Quad Cities TSs to the
STSs contained in NUREG-0123.

The TSUP for Dresden and Quad
Cities is not a complete adaption of the
STSs. The TSUP focuses on (1)
integrating additional information such
as equipment operability requirements
during shutdown conditions, (2)
clarifying requirements such as limiting
conditions for operations and action
statements utilizing STS terminology,
(3) deleting superseded requirements
and modifications to the TSs based on
the licensee’s responses to Generic
Letters (GLs), and (4) relocating specific
items to more appropriate TS locations.

The application dated September 15,
1992, as supplemented April 21, 1995,
proposed to upgrade only Sections 2.0
(Safety Limits and Limiting Safety
System Settings), 3/4.11 (Power
Distribution Limits), and 3/4.12 (Special
Test Exceptions) of the Dresden and
Quad Cities TS.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
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issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

Section 2.0

The proposed changes do not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because:

The proposed changes to Specifications 1/
2.1 and 1/2.2 to delete the present
Applicability and Objective sections
represent administrative changes to format
and presentation of material. The proposed
changes provide the user with a format that
will allow better access to needed
information and provides concise Safety
Limit, Limiting Safety System Settings,
Applicability and Action requirements. The
additions of Applicability and Action
requirements represent clarification of
intended requirements that do not presently
state all required conditions of operability or
provide clearly stated Action statements if
the requirements are not met. The combining
of the two sections and added requirements
follow STS guidelines that are in use at many
operating BWRs with similar design and
operating configurations as Dresden and
Quad Cities Stations. Operability
requirements for Safety Limits have been
chosen to reflect only those Operational
Modes where the Safety Limits apply.
Operability requirements for Limiting Safety
System Settings are already stated in other
sections of the Technical Specifications, thus
reference to the appropriate operability
requirement is made rather than repeating
the requirement in the Limiting Safety
System Setting Specification.

Deletion of the Power Transient Safety
Limit does not impact any safety analyses.
The safety analyses assume the Reactor
Protection System (RPS) operates as designed
and the reactor scrams when the neutron flux
exceeds the limiting safety system setting.
The proposed Technical Specifications will
continue to provide a highly reliable system
to operate as assumed in the safety analyses.
Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The reactor water level low scram setpoint
is changed (for Quad Cities) to be consistent
with other reactor water level setpoints in the
Technical Specifications and the STS. The
setpoint is equivalent to the current
requirement but is expressed as the reactor
water level above the top of active fuel.

The scram discharge volume scram level is
converted for Dresden Unit 2 and Unit 3 to
gallons to be consistent with the Quad Cities
Units. The proposed setpoints are consistent
with the current specifications. The change
in the units does not represent a change in
the physical setpoint.

The proposed change to delete the APRM
Downnscale Scram trip function for Quad
Cities has been evaluated by Commonwealth
Edison and General Electric and previously
approved for Dresden Station. The events of
concern with respect to the APRM/IRM
companion trip are the Control Rod Drop
Accident and the low power Rod Withdrawal
Error. The FSAR and reload safety analyses
do not credit this scram function in the

termination of either of these events. Since
this scram function is not credited in the
termination of these events, the elimination
of this scram function has no adverse effect
on previously evaluated accidents.

The change to the low condenser vacuum
scram setpoint from 23 inches Hg to 21
inches of Hg is consistent with an identical
change made to Quad Cities Units 1 and 2.
The low condenser vacuum scram is an
anticipatory scram and is not credited in any
transient analysis. Thus the reduction in the
setpoint will not affect any transient analysis.

The proposed changes do not alter the
intent of existing setpoints or accident
assumptions and follow existing
requirements at other operating BWRs for
operability and Action statements. Therefore,
the proposed changes do not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The proposed changes do not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated
because:

The proposed administrative changes to
the format and arrangement of material do
not affect technical requirements or
assumptions of any potential accident and;
therefore, cannot create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

The proposed addition of Applicability
and Action requirements enhance the
understanding and usability of the Technical
Specifications and thus represent an
improvement over present specifications.
New requirements are modeled after those in
use at operating BWRs and do not represent
requirements that will adversely affect
potential accident analyses or assumptions.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.

Deletion of the Power Transient Safety
Limit does not involve a change in the design
or operation of any systems assumed to
operate in the safety analyses. Therefore, this
change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or consequences
of an accident previously evaluated.

The change in the units for the Reactor
Water Level scram function do not change
any physical plant setpoints. The setpoint
will remain the same but will be expressed
as the level above the top of active fuel. The
change does not create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident.

The conversion of the Scram Discharge
Volume scram setpoint from inches to
gallons does not alter any physical plant
setpoints. The setpoint will remain the same
but will be expressed in gallons rather than
inches. The change will provide consistency
between Dresden and Quad Cities.

The deletion of the APRM Downscale
Scram Trip Function does not introduce any
new accident. The limiting accidents, Control
Rod Drop, Rod Withdrawal Error, in the
operating region of transition between the
Startup and Run Operational Modes are well
understood and are evaluated in FSAR and
reload analyses. Other control rod initiated
events which are less limiting in this region

are subsets of the low power Rod Withdrawal
Error event and are bounded by it and the
design basis Control Rod Drop Accident.
General Electric has indicated that, for
reactivity insertion mechanisms at very low
power, the only effect of the deletion of the
APRM downscale scram would be that the
initial power level could be a few percent
lower which would not have a significant
effect on the severity of the event. In
addition, proper overlap between the IRMs
and APRMs is not affected since the
calibration requirements are not being
changed.

The change in the low condenser vacuum
scram function will not create the possibility
of a new or different kind of accident because
the function is not recognized in any of the
transient analysis. The low condenser
vacuum scram function is an anticipatory
scram.

The proposed changes do not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety
because:

The proposed administrative changes to
format, arrangement of material, clarification
of requirements and other non-technical
changes do not affect any safety aspects of
the plant and as such can not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

The proposed Applicability statements
require availability of Safety Limits and
Limiting Safety System Settings when
required to perform their respective
functions. Proposed Actions for Safety Limits
allow only 2 hours to be in Hot Shutdown
and then reference Specification 6.4 to
ensure that proper reports are made and
restart is prohibited until approved by the
NRC. These provisions help ensure that
present margins are not significantly
reduced.

Deletion of the Power Transient Safety
Limit does not impact the margin assumed in
the safety analyses. The safety analyses
assume the RPS operates as designed and the
reactor scrams when the neutron flux
exceeds the limiting safety system setting.
The margins assumed in the design of the
RPS and in the safety and transient analyses
calculations have not been revised.
Therefore, this change does not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

The change in units to the Reactor Water
Level scram setpoint and the Scram
Discharge Volume scram setpoint do not
involve a significant reduction in the margin
of safety because the changes do not
represent a change in the physical setpoints.

The reduction in the Low Condenser
Vacuum scram setpoint does not represent a
reduction in the margin of safety because the
scram is not credited in any transient
analysis.

The APRM Downscale Scram Trip
Function is not credited in the termination of
any FSAR or reload safety analysis event. As
such, the elimination of this scram function
has no effect on any margin of safety.

Section 3/4.11

The proposed changes do not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because:

In general, the proposed changes represent
the conversion of current requirements to a
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more generic format, or the addition of
requirements which are based on the current
safety analysis. Implementation of these
changes will provide increased reliability of
equipment assumed to operate in the current
safety analysis, or provide continued
assurance that specified parameters remain
within their acceptance limits, and as such,
will not significantly increase the probability
or consequences of a previously evaluated
accident.

Some of the proposed changes represent
minor curtailments of the current
requirements which are based on generic
guidance or previously approved provisions
for other stations. These proposed changes
are consistent with the current safety
analyses and have been previously
determined to represent sufficient
requirements for the assurance of reliability
of equipment assumed to operate in the
safety analysis, or provide continued
assurance that specified parameters remain
within their acceptance limits. As such, these
changes will not significantly increase the
probability or consequences of a previously
evaluated accident.

The Generic Changes to the technical
specifications involve administrative changes
to format and arrangement of the material. As
such, these changes cannot involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The current specifications require the
reactor to be placed in cold shutdown when
a thermal limit was exceeded and not
restored within the allotted 2 hours, but the
proposed specifications require the reactor to
be less than 25% of rated thermal power if
this condition occurred. The change
eliminates a shutdown and requires the
power level to be reduced to the point that
the limits are no longer applicable.

Therefore, the change will not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident.

Create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any previously
evaluated because:

In general, the proposed changes represent
the conversion of current requirements to a
more generic format, or the addition of
requirements which are based on the current
safety analysis. Others represent minor
curtailments of the current requirements
which are based on generic guidance or
previously approved provisions for other
stations. These changes do not involve
revisions to the design of the station. Some
of the changes may involve revision in the
operation of the stations; however, these
changes provide additional restrictions
which are in accordance with the current
safety analyses, or are to provide for
additional testing or surveillance which will
not introduce new failure mechanisms
beyond those already considered in the
current safety analyses. Therefore, these
changes will not create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

Since the Generic Changes proposed to the
technical specifications are administrative in
nature, they cannot create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

The requirement to reduce thermal power
to less than 25% of rated thermal power
rather than place the reactor in cold
shutdown will not create a new or different
kind of accident because the thermal limits
are not required in operational mode 1 when
thermal power is less than 25% of rated
power.

Involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety because:

In general, the proposed changes represent
the conversion of current requirements to a
more generic format, or the addition of
requirements which are based on the current
safety analysis. Others represent minor
curtailments of the current requirements
which are based on generic guidance or
previously approved provisions for other
stations. Some of the latter individual items
may introduce minor reductions in the
margin of safety when compared to the
current requirements. However, other
individual changes are the adoption of new
requirements which will provide significant
enhancement of the reliability of the
equipment assumed to operate in the safety
analysis, or provide enhanced assurance that
specified parameters remain within their
acceptance limits. These enhancements
compensate for the individual minor
reductions, such that taken together, the
proposed changes will not significantly
reduce the margin of safety.

The Generic Changes proposed in this
amendment request are administrative in
nature and, as such, do not involve a
reduction in the margin of safety.

Section 3/4.12

The proposed changes do not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because:

The proposed Specification 3/4.12 is a new
section which will provide the user with a
format that will allow better access to needed
information and provide concise
Applicability and Action requirements. The
additions of Applicability and Action
requirements represent classification of
intended requirements that do not presently
state all required conditions of operability or
provide clearly stated Action statements if
the requirements are not met. The combining
of the two sections and the added
requirements follow Standard Technical
Specifications (STS) guidelines that are in
use at many operating BWRs with similar
design and operating configurations as
Dresden and Quad Cities Stations.

The proposed Section 3/4.12 involves the
relocation of present requirements into one
section identical to STS provisions. The
changes also implement the Applicability
and Action provisions of the STS and later
operating BWR plants that have been
evaluated and found acceptable for use at
Dresden and Quad Cities. Present
Surveillance Requirements are replaced,
where applicable, with proven STS
guidelines that are being used at plants with
a system similar to that at Dresden and Quad
Cities. The changes in the present
Surveillance Requirements add testing
requirements that are not presently in the
Dresden and Quad Cities technical
specifications. The proposed changes do not

affect accident assumptions other than a
minor increase in the initial power level
(approximately 0.2% to 1%) and as such, do
not involve a significant increase in the
probability of an accident previously
evaluated. The proposed specifications add
additional requirements to specifications
currently contained in the Technical
Specifications. Since the proposed changes to
the Technical Specifications implement
requirements that have been demonstrated to
provide acceptable operability provisions at
other facilities with a design similar to that
at Dresden and Quad Cities, the proposed
changes do not significantly increase the
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The proposed changes do not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated
because:

The proposed administrative changes to
the format and arrangement of material do
not affect technical requirements or
assumptions of any potential accident and;
therefore, cannot create the possibility of a
new or different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

The proposed addition of Applicability
and Action requirements enhance the
understanding and usability of the Technical
Specifications and thus represent an
improvement over present specifications.
New requirements are modeled after those in
use at operating BWRs and do not represent
requirements that will adversely affect
potential accident analyses or assumptions.
Therefore, the proposed changes do not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.

The proposed changes do not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety
because:

The proposed administrative changes to
format, arrangement of material, clarification
of requirements and other non technical
changes do not affect any safety aspects of
the plant and as such can not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

In addition, the commission has provided
guidance concerning the application of
standards for determining whether
significant hazards consideration exists by
providing certain examples (51 FR 7751) of
amendments that are considered not likely to
involve significant hazards considerations.
Commonwealth Edison has reviewed the
proposed changes against these examples and
believes that the proposed changes fall
within the scope of example (ii) “‘a change
that constitutes an additional limitation,
restriction, or control not presently included
in the technical specifications™.

The proposed amendment does not involve
a significant relaxation of the criteria used to
establish safety limits, a significant relaxation
of the bases for the limiting safety system
settings or a significant relaxation of the
bases for the limiting conditions for
operations. Therefore, based on the guidance
provided in the Federal Register and the
criteria established in 10 CFR 50.92(c), the
proposed change does not constitute a
significant hazards consideration.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
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review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: for Dresden, Morris Area
Public Library District, 604 Liberty
Street, Morris, Illinois 60450; for Quad
Cities, Dixon Public Library, 221
Hennepin Avenue, Dixon, Illinois 61021

Attorney for licensee: Michael I.
Miller, Esquire; Sidley and Austin, One
First National Plaza, Chicago, Illinois
60603

NRC Project Director: Robert A. Capra

Commonwealth Edison Company,
Docket Nos. 50-237 and 50-249,
Dresden Nuclear Power Station, Units 2
and 3, Grundy County, IllinoisDocket
Nos. 50-254 and 50-265, Quad Cities
Nuclear Power Station, Units 1 and 2,
Rock Island County, Illinois

Date of application for amendment
request: December 15, 1993, as
supplemented by letter dated April 21,
1995

Description of amendment request: As
a result of findings by a Diagnostic
Evaluation Team inspection performed
by the NRC staff at the Dresden Nuclear
Power Station in 1987, Commonwealth
Edison Company (ComEd, the licensee)
made a decision that both the Dresden
Nuclear Power Station and sister site
Quad Cities Nuclear Power Station,
needed attention focused on the existing
custom Technical Specifications (TSs)
used.

The licensee made the decision to
initiate a Technical Specification
Upgrade Program (TSUP) for both
Dresden and Quad Cities. The licensee
evaluated the current TSs for both
Dresden and Quad Cities against the
Standard Technical Specifications
(STSs) contained in NUREG-0123,
“Standard Technical Specifications
General Electric Plants BWR/4.” The
licensee’s evaluation identified
numerous potential improvements such
as clarifying requirements, changing TSs
to make them more understandable and
to eliminate interpretation, and deleting
requirements that are no longer
considered current with industry
practice. As a result of the evaluation,
ComEd has elected to upgrade both the
Dresden and Quad Cities TSs to the
STSs contained in NUREG-0123.

The TSUP for Dresden and Quad
Cities is not a complete adaption of the
STSs. The TSUP focuses on (1)
integrating additional information such
as equipment operability requirements
during shutdown conditions, (2)
clarifying requirements such as limiting

conditions for operations and action
statements utilizing STS terminology,
(3) deleting superseded requirements
and modifications to the TSs based on
the licensee’s responses to Generic
Letters (GLs), and (4) relocating specific
items to more appropriate TS locations.

The December 15, 1993, and April 21,
1995, applications proposed to upgrade
only Section 5.0 (Design Features) of the
Dresden and Quad Cities TSs.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

The proposed changes do not involve a
significant increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated because:

In general, the proposed amendment
represents the conversion of current
requirements to a more generic format, or the
addition of requirements which are based on
the current safety analysis. Implementation
of these changes will provide continued
assurance that specified [parameters remain]
within their acceptance limits, and as such,
will not significantly increase the probability
or consequences of a previously evaluated
accident. Some of the proposed changes to
the current Technical Specifications (CTS)
represent minor curtailments of the current
requirements which are based on generic
guidance or previously approved provisions
for other stations. The proposed amendment
for current Dresden and Quad Cities Station’s
Technical Specifications Section 5.0
represent a minor relaxation of the current
requirements, and is based on BWR-STS
(NUREG-0123) guidelines or later operating
BWR plant’s NRC accepted changes. The
proposed changes are consistent with the
current safety analyses and have been
previously determined to represent sufficient
requirements for the assurance and reliability
of equipment assumed to operate in the
safety analysis. Any deviations from CTS or
STS requirements do not significantly
increase the probability or consequences of
any previously evaluated accidents for
Dresden or Quad Cities Stations.

Details describing the plant’s design are
presented in TSUP Section 5.0. There are no
Limiting Conditions for Operation (LCO) or
Surveillance Requirements (SR)
encompassed within TSUP Section 5.0. This
information is administrative in nature and
consistent to the UFSAR; therefore, the
probability of any accident previously
evaluated is not increased by the proposed
amendment.

Create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any previously
evaluated because:

In general, the proposed amendment
represents the conversion of current
requirements to a more generic format, or the
addition of requirements which are based on
the current safety analysis. Others represent
minor relaxations of the current requirements
which are based on generic guidance or

previously approved provisions for other
stations. These changes do not involve
revisions to the design of the station. The
proposed changes are administrative in
nature and do not involve a revision in the
operation of the station. As such, there are no
changes to the current safety analysis.
Therefore, the proposed changes will not
introduce new failure mechanisms beyond
those already considered in the current safety
analyses.

The proposed amendment for Dresden and
Quad Cities Station’s Technical
Specifications Section 5.0 is based on BWR-
STS guidelines or later operating BWR
plants’ NRC accepted changes. The proposed
amendment has been reviewed for
acceptability at the Dresden or Quad Cities
Nuclear Power Stations considering
similarity of system or component design
versus the BWR-STS or later operating BWRs.
Any deviations from CTS or BWR-STS
requirements do not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident
previously evaluated for Dresden and Quad
Cities Stations. No new modes of operation
are introduced by the proposed changes. The
proposed changes maintain at least the
present level of operability, and in some
cases are more conservative. Therefore, the
proposed changes do not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated.

Involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety because:

In general, the proposed amendment
represents the conversion of current
requirements to a more generic format, or the
addition of requirements which are based on
the current safety analysis. Others represent
minor curtailments of the current
requirements which are based on generic
guidance or previously approved provisions
for other stations. The proposed amendment
to Technical Specification Section 5.0
implements present requirements, or the
intent of present requirements in accordance
with the guidelines set forth in the STS. Any
deviations from CTS or BWR-STS
requirements do not significantly reduce the
margin of safety for Dresden or Quad Cities
Stations. These changes do not involve
revisions to the design of the station. The
proposed changes are administrative in
nature and do not involve a revision in the
operation of the station. As such, there are no
changes to the current safety analysis.
Therefore, the proposed changes will not
introduce new failure mechanisms beyond
those already considered in the current safety
analyses. Therefore, because the proposed
changes are administrative in nature, do not
involve a revision in the operation of the
station and maintains the current design
requirements specified in the UFSAR, the
proposed changes do not involve a
significant reduction in the margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.
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Local Public Document Room
location: For Dresden, Morris Area
Public Library District, 604 Liberty
Street, Morris, Illinois 60450; for Quad
Cities, Dixon Public Library, 221
Hennepin Avenue, Dixon, Illinois 61021

Attorney for licensee: Michael I.
Miller, Esquire; Sidley and Austin, One
First National Plaza, Chicago, Illinois
60603

NRC Project Director: Robert A. Capra

Consumers Power Company, Docket
No. 50-255, Palisades Plant, Van Buren
County, Michigan

Date of amendment request:
December 13, 1994

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would revise
the Palisades’ technical specifications
(TSs) to add a high thermal performance
(HTP) departure from nucleate boiling
correlation to Safety Limit 2.1. The HTP
correlation is used for the high thermal
performance fuel loaded during recent
fuel cycles.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed change to the TS adds the
HTP critical heat flux correlation to the
Safety Limit - Reactor Core Section 2.1. The
HTP correlation is an NRC approved
methodology for a Departure from Nucleate
Boiling (DNB) Correlation for high thermal
performance (HTP) fuel as is used at
Palisades. The HTP correlation is an
extension of the currently approved ANFP
correlation. There are no associated changes
in plant operation. Palisades fuel loaded in
cycle 9 and later meet the requirements of the
HTP correlation. Therefore, operation of the
facility in accordance with the proposed TS
would not result in a significant increase in
the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

2. Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously evaluated.

The HTP correlation will allow for more
accurate DNB predictions within the
applicable operating conditions for fuels with
the HTP design used at Palisades. There are
no changes in plant operation. Therefore
operation of the facility in accordance with
the proposed TS would not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated.

3. Involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

As stated previously, the HTP correlation
will allow for more accurate DNB predictions
within the applicable operating conditions
for fuel with the HTP design. There are no
associated changes in plant operation.
Therefore, operation of the facility in

accordance with the proposed TS would not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Van Wylen Library, Hope
College, Holland, Michigan 49423.

Attorney for licensee: Judd L. Bacon,
Esquire, Consumers Power Company,
212 West Michigan Avenue, Jackson,
Michigan 49201

NRC Project Director: Cynthia A.
Carpenter, Acting

Duke Power Company, et al., Docket
Nos. 50-413 and 50-414, Catawba
Nuclear Station, Units 1 and 2, York
County, South Carolina

Date of amendment request: January
18, 1995

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendments would
relocate the requirements for the seismic
instrumentation, meteorological
instrumentation, and loose-part
detection system from the Technical
Specifications to the Selected Licensee
Commitment (SCL) Manual. This will
allow future changes to these controls to
be performed under the provisions of 10
CFR 50.59. No changes are being made
to the technical content of the affected
Technical Specification pages.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

Criterion 1

The requested amendments will not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. Relocation of the
affected TS sections to the SLC Manual will
have no effect on the probability of any
accident occurring. In addition, the
consequences of an accident will not be
impacted since the above instrumentation
will continue to be utilized in the same
manner as before. No impact on the plant
response to accidents will be created.

Criterion 2

The requested amendments will not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated. No new accident causal
mechanisms will be created as a result of
relocating the affected TS requirements to the
SLC Manual. Plant operation will not be
affected by the proposed amendments and no
new failure modes will be created.

Criterion 3

The requested amendments will not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety. No impact upon any plant safety
margins will be created. Relocation of the
affected TS requirements to the SLC Manual
is consistent with the content of the
Westinghouse RSTS [Revised Standard
Technical Specifications], as the NRC did not
require technical specification controls for
the affected instrumentation in the RSTS.
The proposed amendments are consistent
with the NRC philosophy of encouraging
utilities to propose amendments that are
consistent with the content of the RSTS.

Based upon the preceding analyses, Duke
Power Company concludes that the requested
amendments do not involve a significant
hazards consideration.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: York County Library, 138 East
Black Street, Rock Hill, South Carolina
29730

Attorney for licensee: Mr. Albert Carr,
Duke Power Company, 422 South
Church Street, Charlotte, North Carolina
28242

NRC Project Director: Herbert N.
Berkow

Florida Power and Light Company, et
al., Docket Nos. 50-335 and 50-389, St.
Lucie Plant, Unit Nos. 1 and 2, St. Lucie
County, Florida

Date of amendment request: April 3,
1995

Description of amendment request:
The amendments will incorporate line-
item TS improvements to Specifications
3/4.8.1 “Electrical Power Systems-A.C.
Sources,” and 4.8.1.2.2 “Electrical
Power Systems-Shutdown.” The
proposed changes are consistent with
recommendations for Emergency Diesel
Generator (EDG) Surveillance
Requirements in NUREG-1366, and
regulatory guidance provided in Generic
Letter (GL) 93-05 and GL 94-01. This
proposal also contains FPL’s
commitment to implement a
maintenance program for monitoring
and maintaining EDG performance for
both St. Lucie Units consistent with 10
CFR 50.65 and the guidance of
Regulatory Guide 1.160.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

(1) Operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would not
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involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated.

The license amendments proposed for St.
Lucie Units 1 and 2 will incorporate line-
item Technical Specification (TS)
improvements for Emergency Diesel
Generators (EDG) pursuant to guidance
provided in Generic Letters (GL) 93-05 and
94-01. The EDGs are not accident initiators,
the proposed TS changes do not involve any
assumptions relative to accident initiators in
the plant safety analyses, and therefore the
proposed amendments will not impact the
probability of occurrence for accidents
previously analyzed.

The EDG line-item TS improvements
associated with GL 93-05 are based on
recommendations designed to remove
unwarranted requirements for testing during
power operation and other factors that are
counter-productive to safety in terms of
equipment degradation and availability.
These recommendations resulted from a
comprehensive study of industry-wide EDG
surveillance requirements and subsequent
findings reported by the NRC in NUREG-
1366. The proposed amendments are
consistent with the GL 93-05 guidance for
implementing such recommendations.

Similarly, GL 94-01 provides guidance for
a line-item TS improvement that will remove
accelerated testing requirements from the TS
provided that the licensee commits to a
maintenance program for monitoring and
maintaining EDG performance that includes
the applicable provisions of the maintenance
rule (10 CFR 50.65). Such a program will
further assure EDG availability. Since the
availability of EDGs is assumed in certain
success paths for mitigating analyzed
accidents, an improvement in EDG
availability will enhance accident mitigation
capabilities.

Therefore, operation of the facility in
accordance with the proposed amendments
would not involve a significant increase in
the probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

(2) Operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any accident
previously evaluated.

The proposed amendments incorporate
line-item TS improvements to EDG
surveillance testing requirements, and will
not change the physical plant or the modes
of plant operation defined in the Facility
License. The changes do not involve the
addition or modification of equipment, nor
do they alter the design or methods of
operation of plant systems. Plant
configurations that are prohibited by TS will
not be created by the amendments. Therefore,
operation of the facility in accordance with
the proposed amendment would not create
the possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any accident previously
evaluated.

(3) Operation of the facility in accordance
with the proposed amendment would not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

The proposed amendments are designed to
improve EDG availability by eliminating

unwarranted surveillance testing. The
presently specified surveillance intervals are
not changed. The proposed changes do not
otherwise alter the basis for any technical
specification that is related to the
establishment of, or the maintenance of a
nuclear safety margin. Therefore, operation of
the facility in accordance with the proposed
amendment would not involve a significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on the above discussion and the
supporting Evaluation of Technical
Specification changes, FPL has determined
that the proposed license amendment
involves no significant hazards
consideration.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 50.92(c) are satisfied.
Therefore, the NRC staff proposes to
determine that the amendment request
involves no significant hazards
consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Indian River Junior College
Library, 3209 Virginia Avenue, Fort
Pierce, Florida 34954-9003

Attorney for licensee: J. R. Newman,
Esquire, Morgan, Lewis & Bockius, 1800
M Street, NW., Washington, DC 20036

NRC Project Director: David B.
Matthews, Director

Maine Yankee Atomic Power Company,
Docket No. 50-309, Maine Yankee
Atomic Power Station, Lincoln County,
Maine

Date of amendment request: March 7,
1995

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would add an
Exception to Technical Specifications
(TS) 3.6.A and 3.6.C. The Exception
would permit reduced component
cooling water flow for short periods of
time, while component cooling water
heat exchangers are shifted.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration. The NRC staff has
reviewed the licensee’s analysis against
the standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c). The
staff’s review is presented below:

1. The proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an
accident previously evaluated.

Plant experience shows that the
component cooling water heat
exchangers can be shifted in a few
minutes; well within the time limit for
Remedial Action under this TS 3.6.A or
C, or TS 3.0.A. Thus, the proposed
change does not involve a significant
increase in the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

2. The proposed change does not
create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
accident previously evaluated.

The proposed change does not affect
equipment reliability when such
equipment is required to be operable.
Existing TS 3.6 and its Remedial Action
statement govern the plant
circumstances under which cooling
water subsystems are required, and
specify the maximum time such
subsystems may be unavailable. The
proposed change does affects neither
operating requirements nor the time
limit on restoring system operability.

3. The proposed change does not
involve a significant reduction in a
margin of safety.

The proposed change does not
significantly alter the availability or
condition of the cooling water
subsystems and, therefore, does not alter
the accident analysis or its associated
conclusions. The proposed change
would permit flow in one component
cooling water train to be reduced below
that required for operation of the
emergency core cooling systems in the
recirculation mode, for a short period of
time. The amount of time that flow is
reduced is small, and full flow
operation can be easily restored within
the time required for design heat load
removal. Thus, there is no significant
reduction in a margin of safety.

Based on this review, it appears that
the three standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c)
are satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that this
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Wiscasset Public Library, High
Street, P.O. Box 367, Wiscasset, ME
04578

Attorney for licensee: Mary Ann
Lynch, Esquire, Maine Yankee Atomic
Power Company, 329 Bath Road,
Brunswick, ME 04011

NRC Project Director: Phillip F.
McKee

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company
(NNECO), Docket No. 50-245, Millstone
Nuclear Power Station, Unit 1, New
London County, Connecticut

Date of amendment request: April 18,
1995

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment would allow
the use of the ANSI/ANS 5.1-1979 decay
heat model for post-loss of coolant
accident containment cooling analysis.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
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consideration, which is presented
below:

NNECO has reviewed the proposed change
in accordance with 10CFR50.92 and
concluded that the change does not involve
a significant hazards consideration (SHC).
The basis for this conclusion is that the three
criteria of 10CFR50.92(c) are not
compromised. The proposed change does not
involve an SHC because the change would
not:

1. Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously analyzed.

The change to the decay heat model used
to determine post-accident conditions cannot
affect the probability of any accident. No
changes to plant operation or design would
occur due to the new analysis.

The new model cannot directly affect the
consequences of an accident, since it is the
tool used to predict the temperature effects
of the postulated accident. However, using
the ANSI/ANS 5.1-1979 model could change
the anticipated actions necessary to respond
to an event. Changing the response action
could possibly affect the consequences of an
accident. This model change will not have
such an effect. Operator actions to throttle
LPCI [low pressure coolant injection], CS
[core spray], or ESW [emergency service
water] pump flow are taken based upon
observed conditions, not predetermined data
points from the analysis.

Operability of the emergency core cooling
systems (ECCS) can be shown for
temperatures that are higher than those
predicted by the containment cooling
analysis.

Therefore, the utilization of the ANSI/ANS
5.1-1979 decay heat model does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of a previously evaluated
accident.

2. Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed.

The proposed license amendment only
revises the predicted temperature that result
from a postulated accident. There is no
change to the design or operation of any
system or component. Since this change only
deals with the post-accident effects of
currently analyzed accidents, there is no
possibility of creating a new or different kind
of accident.

3. Involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.

The early design documentation stated that
the ECCS components were designed for
post-accident torus temperatures of 203°F. As
this issue evolved, NNECO performed
operability determinations which showed
that peak temperatures of 209°F were
acceptable. Utilizing a more accurate decay
heat model which results in lower predicted
peak temperatures demonstrates the
acceptability of the plant design. Therefore,
replacing the May-Witt decay heat model
with the ANSI/ANS 5.1-1979 model does not
result in a decrease in the margin of safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff

proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Learning Resource Center,
Three Rivers Community-Technical
College, Thames Valley Campus, 574
New London Turnpike, Norwich, CT
06360.

Attorney for licensee: Ms. L. M.
Cuoco, Senior Nuclear Counsel,
Northeast Utilities Service Company,
Post Office Box 270, Hartford, CT
06141-0270.

NRC Project Director: Phillip F.
McKee

Northeast Nuclear Energy Company, et
al., Docket No. 50-423, Millstone
Nuclear Power Station, Unit No. 3, New
London County, Connecticut

Date of amendment request: March
29, 1995

Description of amendment request:
The proposed amendment changes
Technical Specifications to revise
peaking factor penalties based on NRC
approved methods.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

The proposed changes do not involve an
SHC because the changes would not:

1. Involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously analyzed.

The proposed changes to the action
statements of Sections 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.2 are
purely administrative and therefore they do
not adversely affect the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
analyzed. The proposed changes to
Surveillance Requirements 4.2.2.1.2.e,
42214e,42222eand4.22.2.4.eand
Section 6.9.1.6.b are based on the NRC
approved methodology for calculating the
penalty to be applied to FoM(Z). The margin
for the FQRTP limit is still maintained by the
proposed changes. In addition, the penalty is
included in the COLR [Core Operating Limits
Report] which will be maintained and
controlled per the requirements of
10CFR50.59. Therefore, the proposed
changes do not increase the probability or
consequences of an accident previously
analyzed.

2. Create the possibility of a new or
different kind of accident from any
previously analyzed.

The proposed changes to the Action
Statement of Sections 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.2 are
purely administrative and therefore, they do
not create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any previously
analyzed. The proposed changes to
Surveillance Requirements 4.2.2.1.2.e,
42214e,42222¢e,and4.2.2.2.4.eand
Section 6.9.1.6.b do not create a malfunction

that is different from those previously
evaluated. The changes do not involve
positioning reactivity systems or plant
components into any new configuration or
sequence not previously analyzed. Therefore,
the changes will not create the possibility of
a new or different kind of accident from any
other previously analyzed.

3. Involve a significant reduction in the
margin of safety.

The proposed changes to the action
statements of Sections 3.2.2.1 and 3.2.2.2 are
purely administrative and therefore they will
not reduce the margin of safety. The
proposed changes to Surveillance
Requirements 4.2.2.1.2.e,4.2.2.1.4.¢e,
4.2.2.2.2.e and 4.2.2.2.4.e and Section
6.9.1.6.b do not reduce the margin to the
FoQRTP limit. The approved methods more
distinctly evaluate the expected changes to
FoM than previously existed. Therefore, there
is no impact on the margin of safety as
specified in the Technical Specifications.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Learning Resource Center,
Three Rivers Community-Technical
College, Thames Valley Campus, 574
New London Turnpike, Norwich, CT
06360.

Attorney for licensee: Ms. L. M.
Cuoco, Senior Nuclear Counsel,
Northeast Utilities Service Company,
Post Office Box 270, Hartford, CT
06141-0270.

NRC Project Director: Phillip F.
McKee

PECO Energy Company, Public Service
Electric and Gas Company, Delmarva
Power and Light Company, and
Atlantic City Electric Company, Docket
No. 50-277, Peach Bottom Atomic
Power Station, Unit No. 2, York County,
Pennsylvania

Date of application for amendment:
March 30, 1995

Description of amendment request:
The proposed change would revise
Technical Specifications Section
4.7.D.1.b.(1) by adding a footnote to
exempt the High Pressure Coolant
Injection [HPCI] motor-operated valve
MO-2-23-015 from quarterly stoke
testing requirements until refueling
outage 2RO11.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. The proposed change does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or
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consequences of an accident previously
evaluated.

The proposed change does not serve as an
initiator or contributor to any accidents
previously evaluated. It does not decrease the
effectiveness of equipment relied upon to
mitigate previously evaluated accidents. A
calculation was performed and it has been
determined the leakage through the valve’s
packing will be within the allowable limits
of containment leakage (Lg). While
positioning the valve in the backseated
position does increase its stroke time, it has
been calculated and demonstrated that the
valve will close within the TS time limit of
20 seconds.

Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant increase in the
probability or consequence of an accident
previously evaluated.

2. The proposed change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated.

The proposed change does not serve as an
initiator or contributor to any of the accidents
previously evaluated. The proposed change
does not introduce any new modes of plant
operation.

Implementation of the proposed changes
will not affect the design function or
configuration of any component or introduce
any new operating scenarios or failure modes
or accident initiation. It does not impair or
prevent safety systems from performing their
safety function.

Therefore, the proposed change does not
create the possibility of a new or different
kind of accident from any previously
evaluated.

3. The proposed change does not involve
a significant reduction in a margin of safety.

The proposed change does not serve as an
initiator or contributor to any accidents
evaluated in the [Safety Analysis Report]
SAR. It has no impact on any safety analysis
assumptions. Exempting the HPCI valve MO-
2-23-015 from quarterly stroke testing until
2R0O11 does not impact its reliability or affect
its ability to perform its intended safety
function. The change does not adversely
affect the assumptions or sequence of events
used in any accident analysis.

Therefore, the proposed change does not
involve a significant reduction in a margin of
safety.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Government Publications
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania,
(REGIONAL DEPOSITORY) Education
Building, Walnut Street and
Commonwealth Avenue, Box 1601,
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105.

Attorney for licensee: J. W. Durham,
Sr., Esquire, Sr. V. P. and General
Counsel, PECO Energy Company, 2301
Market Street, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania 19101

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

PECO Energy Company, Public Service
Electric and Gas Company, Delmarva
Power and Light Company, and
Atlantic City Electric Company,
Dockets Nos. 50-277 and 50-278, Peach
Bottom Atomic Power Station, Units
Nos. 2 and 3, York County,
Pennsylvania

Date of application for amendments:
March 16, 1995

Description of amendment request:
This amendment would change the
existing requirements for the Source
Range Monitors (SRM) while the plant
is in the refueling condition to
requirements based on the Improved
Technical Specifications in NUREG-
1433, “*Standard Technical Specification
General Electric Plants, BWR/4.

Basis for proposed no significant
hazards consideration determination:
As required by 10 CFR 50.91(a), the
licensee has provided its analysis of the
issue of no significant hazards
consideration, which is presented
below:

1. The proposed change does not involve
a significant increase in the probability or
consequences of any accident previously
evaluated.

The proposed changes to the SRM
requirements will not increase the
probability or consequences of an accident
previously evaluated. The SRMs are not
assumed to function during any UFSAR
[Updated Final Safety Analysis Report]
design basis accident or transient analysis.
This TS change will not alter any safety
limits which ensure the integrity of fuel
barriers, and will not result in any increase
to onsite or offsite dose. Additionally,
continued availability of the SRMs in the
refuel mode is ensured through additional
testing requirements being added by this TS
change. The changes to the SRM
requirements will not alter the operation of
equipment assumed to be available for the
mitigation of accidents or transients.

The proposed changes are based on
NUREG-1433, ““‘Standard Technical
Specifications General Electric Plants, BWR/
4, and are consistent with the PECO Energy
submittal of September 29, 1994, requesting
an overall conversion, based on NUREG-
1433. The overall conversion to the ITS
[Improved Technical Specifications]
included both technically justified deviations
from the NUREG, and technically justified
changes from the PBAPS current TS.

2. The proposed change does not create the
possibility of a new or different kind of
accident from any previously evaluated.

The proposed changes to the SRM
requirements will not create the possibility of
a new or different type of accident from any
previously evaluated. The SRMs are not
assumed to function during any analyzed
UFSAR design basis accident or transient
analysis. Additionally, the changes will not
involve any changes to plant systems,
structures or components (SCCs) which

could act as new accident initiators.
Implementation of the proposed changes will
effect the manner in which these SCCs are
tested; however, TS requirements that govern
routine testing and verification of plant
components and variables are not assumed to
be initiators of any analyzed event.

3. The proposed change does not result in
a significant reduction in the margin of
safety.

No margins of safety are reduced as a result
of the proposed TS changes. No safety limits
will be changed as a result of this TS change.
The proposed change does not involve a
reduction in the margin of safety because
SRMs are not credited in any safety analysis.
At least one SRM will remain operable
during rod withdrawal during core
alterations and rod withdrawal will not occur
if no SRMs are operable. Excessive reactivity
additions will be quickly identified and
mitigated by the Intermediate Range
Monitors and associated rod blocks. The
Average Power Range Monitor Flux scram,
and not any SRM function, is credited for
mitigating a rod withdrawal or reactivity
addition accident.

Use of a spiral offload or reload pattern
will provide assurance that the SRM will be
in the optimum position for monitoring
changes in neutron flux levels during core
alternations.

The changes proposed in this TS change do
not introduce any hardware changes, and
will not alter the intended operation of plant
structures, systems or components utilized in
the mitigation of accidents or transients.
Additionally, these changes will not
introduce any new failure modes of plant
equipment not previously evaluated.

The NRC staff has reviewed the
licensee’s analysis and, based on this
review, it appears that the three
standards of 10 CFR 50.92(c) are
satisfied. Therefore, the NRC staff
proposes to determine that the
amendment request involves no
significant hazards consideration.

Local Public Document Room
location: Government Publications
Section, State Library of Pennsylvania,
(REGIONAL DEPOSITORY) Education
Building, Walnut Street and
Commonwealth Avenue, Box 1601,
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105.

Attorney for licensee: J. W. Durham,
Sr., Esquire, Sr. V. P. and General
Counsel, PECO Energy Company, 2301
Market Street, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania 19101

NRC Project Director: John F. Stolz

PECO Energy Company, Public Service
Electric and Gas Co